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REMARKS 

*ilic OK'.to Acuon intuied March 8, 200?, has been received and reviewed. Ciai'ni> i-7 
were pending in the present application. Applicants have added new claims S-iS. Applicants 
iTespectfuUy respond to this Office Action and traverse all rejections. Applicants have amended 
cMm L 



3S U,S.C, M U S^confl Paragrapl? Rejections 

Claim i-"' .i.e reivXted nde- 3i USC 112. second ja dgr aph beng M^ce^nue 

fading to particuiari\ point out and distincti) claiiT» the subject matter Wiich apphcant regard? a«; 

the invention. The Offtce Action states: 

to ciaim 1, Applicant tn the preamble of the claim states nethoti 'jrnjo, ,ng the 
per^cnicLKC of a GCCodt;r' ho\vc\c5 ui txic boJ> ot &f > iani t.,cto ss .a ?Sat ajon of 
how n-o "-tcutd s*eps sv il tn^provc ♦he ix^itoTxiwncc o: the dv,L.udu lOih. o \v. h'u o 2) 

Apphcanrs have amended independent cldiro 1 to .speoiisi^ailv rcLUc 'the cne^g) value 
aids the decoder to decode the transmission". Support foi th-s anendn.ent car be found, fc- 
exampie, on page 10, paragi-aph f{K)393 and page 11, paragraph [0040] of the pucnt apphcatson 
Accordingly, Apphcants respectfully request the lejectjons of claims 1-7 be withdrawn. 



Claim Re jection!^ un der 35 L:.S X,..^..,10.3 

CUmis l..amU,J \veu' ej.'eda^ len^' u njori hi o\u I s \uoin v 5 37 to Choi 
et ai (heivnaft*.- "me Choj releiencc"). This rqcctiOn iss reipectialh Ira^ v'-scd a^. ouema^te. set 
foith. 

M P E P ''06 02o) eets torth the standai'd for a Section K)3(a) icectiOn 

fj es.::bhsh a / nma facie case of obviousness, thr^c h.tyc cn^ena iti>* \yz 
met. Fi^t, theie mast be some suggestion or moitvation, either m the references 
the.nse^ve^ m the knowledge generally available to one of ordinaiy slall m the 
an to n^^d'f) the reference or comhmc. lef^rence teachings. Second, there must 
DC a caf'.-- c <:-\pe. HK> I v>*s L^e-N Fsnally, the prior art reference (or 
reterencti!, v^hi^n combined ) nuisi ttach or suggest all the claim iinatations. 
Lie teaching oi suggestion to make the claimed combmation and the reasonable 
expectatjon of success must both be found m the prior art and not based on 
applicant's disclosure. In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir 
1991). (Emphasis added). 
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The 35 U S C § 103(a) obvious.ness rejections of claimi, 1 diid 5-7 art; m^p-ir-a ■ r^ec:uuse 
the Cicmeirj Ur a pf^ra -\.c t, case v^'" o'^s-c-^ j-e ".oi net SpeciUfV^Lv tht.- iciccr- ji. (ails to 
meet the cntenoii max the pi^or ait reference must teach or suggest al! iht clamas ann^ttons 

Regarding mdependent claim 1 and claims 5-7 depending therefrom, Applicants have 
amended independent claim 1 to include claim hrmtations not taught or suggested in the cited 
refenences. 

Applicants' independent clam 1, as presently aiT^ended, recites: 

I. A method foj j-^iprovng the performapce ol jl deco.iei, vompusmg 

delerciinirg dn e'".'^ '% \ toi <> nd-ssniiSsiOr Uom a first station to a second 

Sitat.on, the dccoctT 5C<;iu \; s .^o' a - ^jon, 

forming a message caiT>jng ihe energ> value; and 

transmitting the message to the second station, wherein the energy v€^m ^dsthe 
decoder to demde th^ trmsmksmn. (Emphasis added.) 

Applicants respect fulh assert that the Choi reference does not teach or suggest '\po!icants' 
invention as pi-esently cl^timeu amended independent claim 1. 

The Oitice Action aileges; 

A (oclasn'l Cho. d'so^o^es determ^nn enejgx v'tiiuc ( e po^fir soniroi 
uarmneter has been interpreted as energy value) (see the abstiac:, column 2, 
imes 4.1-52) (Office ActioHj p. 3; emphasis added). 

Generally, the Choi reference teaches or suggests a ""power controJ parameter'' used to 
perform outer loop power control and not Applicants' invention including the claimed element of 
' the energy vahic mdi the decoder to decode the transmission'". (Choi, abstract) The Choi 

'■efe.ence ^p^cdi^allv ie^-cnes 1 jgge^S 

a dsife'\;n* poxser com ^ ) hx'c saluc^ a-^.groc uvOOTdjrg {.M\ht t'^c? tlv 

occuis K'lv sen ^-^rh -^tdt.ons o: ^etv\e::i nK>hslo ysAOVi aa^ a \%mc.- .c-iophone 

.... (Choi. col. 5. lines 52-55). 
... the base station dcrcmisrc^ the cal t\pe and providts d pewei oonsnV, pararKicr 

conebponcing lo the determined call t}pe . . (Choi, coi "5 JCts dO 62), 
th»^ mov^ile sta'ion then performs outer loop powei control usirg t'lt. p<.)vNer control 

parameter provided by the b^e station. (Choi, coL 5, imes 63-65). 
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C;^ <n\y the Choi reio^'^-.i^-e po-ACs .-w-ntrol parameier" u'^ed b\ r|-,e mcbik <ativn ror 
perforn^tng ' outer Voop pov,er oonirol," however, the Choi refei^ence does not teach or suggest 

energy vaiwe aids the decoder to decode the transmission' as claimed by Applicants. 
Therefore, since the Choi reference does mt teach or suggest Appiicants" claimed invention 
includi g ene gy value atd^ the decoder to decode the transmission' , the Choi reference 
cannot render obViOiK, under ?5 I' S C, ^ 103, Applsci .n ^ o-u. as prescnih cidm^ed in 
amended mdcpcndem claim J. Accordmgiy. Applican:s n ^pe^^tu>l} request 'h*.^ reieotion of 
pittsentiy amended ui-Jepcridcnt claim 1 be withdrawn. 

The nonobv oasness of i dependent ciaim I precludes a rejection of claims 5-7 sNhxch. 
depend therefK)m because a dependent claim is obvious only if the mdepetidem 
which it depends is obvtoiis. See In re Fine , 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1596, 1600 (Fed. Cir. 19S8), see also 
MPEP § 2143.03. Therefore, the Applicants request that the Examiner withdraw the 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) obviousness rejection to independent elaini 1 and claims 5-7 which depend tfeeyefrom. 

ClaitM..3.and .4 were rejected as bemg unpatentable over the Choi reference in view of 
U.S. Patent 6,389,034 to Guo ec al (hereinafter '*the Guo reference"). Applicants respectfully 
traverse these rejectiGns, as hereinafter set forth. 

The nonobviousness of independent claim 1 precludes a reja:tion of claims 3 and 4 which 
depend therefrom because a dependent claim is obvious only if the independent claim from 

tt depend- 1^ --in ->) ^Nr- n s - 1 -no 5 L.b P Q i 5%, IdOO ^Fcil Cm ^i^- al-;o 

.MPEP § 2143.03. Thtiretore, the ApphcanLs request tliat tiie Hxun^Kier vv5t]idTci\\ the 35 U.S.C. § 
i03(a) obvioiisness rejection to independent claim i and claims 3 and 4 which depend therefrom. 

Claim 2 was rejected as being unpatentable overthe Choi reference in view of U.S. 
P^iteni 6.574 267 tct Ilanterak^s ct al (hereinafter "the Kanlerakis reference' ). Applicants 

!ei.peeifnll\ frtiverstr ihis ruection. as hereinafter set forth. 

i he nonoi'svioo'^nes^ of independe':' clLim 1 orcolcae'- a rejeonon c f clami 2 which 
depends thereirom because a dependent claim \^ obvious only if the independent claim ftom 
which it depends is obvious. See fa re Fine, 5 lJ.S.P.Q.2d 1596, 1600 (Fed. Cir. 1988), see also 
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MPEP § 2143.03, Therefore; the Applicants request that the Examiner withdraw the 35 U.S.G. | 
i03(a) obviousness rejection to iRdependeM claim 1 and claim 2 wMch depends therefrom. 
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Clasms i'lB are believed to be ra condition for ailowarsce, and an eailv nonce thereof is 
-p.t,if Li.h ic ioc N "oa d I ^ rv-.m ne^ dctenrme sn J ^dUriOnal xS-> jcs cri:ivi x^ni^h .mght 
I . c -ohcd X CO ^ou:; Loreience, he is respeciiuily invUcii to contact Applivanli!.' 
undersigned attorney. 

Please charge any fees or overpayments that may be due with this sesponsc to Deposit 
Acco«rtt Na 11-0026. 



QUAIXOM hA hscoi-porated 
5775 Morehouse Drive 
Bsn DiegOj Gaiifornia 92121 
Tdephone: (S5S) 65S-5787 
Facsimile: (858)658-2502 



Respectfully submitted. 



Dated: July 6. 2007 



By: 




l^iiian Patel, Reg. No. 41,242 
For Rupii Patel, Reg. No. 53,^141 
(858)651-7435 
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